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Abstract  
 

To what extent infection with SARS-CoV-2 protects against subsequent reinfection or symptomatic 

reinfection is still unclear. In this cohort study, we analyzed surveillance records of COVID-19 cases 

identified between June 2020 and January 2021 in five Italian municipalities, where 77.7% of the 

entire population was screened for IgG antibodies in May 2020. We compared the risk of observing 

symptomatic infections in two mutually exclusive groups defined by the initial serological response. 

We estimated that the cumulative incidence of identified symptomatic infections in the IgG negative 

and positive cohorts was 2.67% (95%CI: 2.12% – 3.37%) and 0.14% (95%CI: 0.04% – 0.58%), 

respectively. The adjusted odd ratio of developing symptomatic infection in individuals previously 

exposed to SARS-CoV-2 was estimated at 0.054 (95%CI: 0.009 - 0.169).  Quantifying protective 

immunity against COVID-19 disease elicited by natural infection with SARS-CoV-2 is essential to 

inform strategies for controlling the pandemic in the forthcoming months. 

 

Main 

Infection from SARS-CoV-2 is expected to provide temporary protective immunity against 

subsequent reinfection or against the risk of disease following reinfection episodes 1,2. Published 
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evidence indicate that more than 90% of individuals develop IgG and neutralizing antibodies 

following primary infection, but that antibody titers may wane rapidly over time, particularly in mild 

and asymptomatic patients 2,3. Sporadic episodes of SARS-CoV-2 reinfection have been documented 

2,4–7.  However, to what extent and for how long natural infection provides protective immunity from 

SARS-CoV-2 is still debated.  

 

Recent estimates suggest 80-85% protection from reinfection 8,9 and 99% against symptomatic disease 

10 up to six months from the first infection. However, follow-up studies comparing infections in 

recovered individuals with well-matched naive individuals are still lacking 2. Cohort studies 

conducted so far mainly relied on the comparison of infection rates among individuals who had a 

previous PCR result. Due to the limited testing of asymptomatic and pauci-symptomatic, this 

approach may under ascertain individuals who have already experienced the infection in the past. 

Combining surveillance data with extensive serological screening applied to the general population 

could help reducing biases in the assessment of the risk of reinfection. 

 

We analyzed five Italian municipalities within the Autonomous Province of Trento, Italy, where an 

IgG serological screening aimed at covering the entire adult resident population was conducted 

between May 5 and 15, 2020. These municipalities were selected as those showing the highest 

cumulative case incidence in the province during the first COVID-19 wave 11 (ranging between 18.7 

and 27.6 per 1,000 individuals). Serological tests were performed using Abbott SARS-CoV-2 IgG 

chemiluminescent assays and analyzed on the Abbott Architect i2000SR automated analyzer (Abbott 

Diagnostics, Chicago, IL, USA) 11. The employed assay detects IgG directed against the SARS-CoV-

2 nucleocapsid protein, measured as a Relative Light Unit (RLU), which is considered as a proxy of 

the concentration of IgG antibodies to SARS-CoV-2 in the sample. Serological results are provided as 

the ratio between sample RLU and the calibrator mean chemiluminescent signal from three calibrator 

replicates. Results are interpreted as positive when this ratio is ≥1.4 and negative when <1.4 11.  

The serological screening involved 6,074 individuals (median age 50; IQR: 32-63), representing 

77.1% of the resident population (Table 1). Of these, 1,402 (23.1%) resulted positive for IgG 
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antibodies. Among IgG positive individuals, 12.8% (i.e. 180 infections) had a confirmed naso-

oropharyngeal swabs test before the serological screening, a percentage consistent with the 

ascertainment rate estimated for Italy during the first COVID-19 epidemic wave 12 . Between June 1, 

2020 and January 31, 2021, regular surveillance activities conducted to control COVID-19 in the 

province identified 221 new positive SARS-CoV-2 infections among study participants. Positive 

cases were ascertained by using either RealTime SARS-CoV-2 assay on naso-oropharyngeal swabs 

(detectability per ml of UTM buffer 250 copies) or rapid antigenic test (sensitivity >90%, specificity 

>97%). Out of 221 confirmed cases, 124 were symptomatic (Table 1). Symptomatic infections were 

defined as positive participants having fever and either cough or at least two of the following 

symptoms: widespread myalgia, headache, dyspnoea, pharyngodynia, diarrhea, nausea/vomiting, 

anosmia/ageusia, asthenia. 

 

Four cases were identified among participants who tested positive to IgG in May 2020; two of them 

were symptomatic. Both these cases were males ascertained in December 2020, who requested to be 

tested after symptoms onset. The older patient (88 years) was admitted to a hospital but did not 

require mechanical ventilation or admission to an intensive care unit. The younger patient (52 years) 

was a mild case who was isolated and treated at home.  

 

We estimated the relative risk of developing a symptomatic infection for participants who tested 

positive for IgG antibodies in May 2020 compared to those who resulted IgG negative to SARS-CoV-

2 infection. To do this, we applied a generalized linear mixed model with logit link, defining the 

dependent variable as the confirmation of a symptomatic infection occurred between June 1, 2020 and 

January 31, 2021 and using the participant age and IgG binary result obtained in May 2020 (positive 

vs negative) as independent variables. Age was standardized by subtracting the mean and dividing by 

standard deviation. The municipality of residence was considered as a random effect to account for 

possible heterogeneity in exposure to SARS-CoV-2 across different geographical areas. The 

cumulative incidence of identified symptomatic infections over the observation period was 2.67% 

(95%CI: 2.12% – 3.37%) in the IgG negative group and 0.14% (95%CI: 0.04% – 0.58%) in the IgG 
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positive group. The adjusted odds ratio of being confirmed as a symptomatic SARS-CoV-2 infection 

in IgG positive relative to IgG negative participants was 0.054 (95%CI: 0.009-0.169, see Table 2).  

 

The conducted analysis confirms the hypothesis that the likelihood of experiencing SARS-CoV-2 

symptomatic infection is greatly reduced in individuals already infected in the previous 8-10 

months11. In line with what observed elsewhere 7–9,13,14, our findings suggest that the relative risk of 

symptomatic infection for individuals who previously tested positive to IgG antibodies compared to 

seronegative subjects is less than 6%. 

  

Our results should be interpreted in light of the following limitations. First, as study participants were 

not enrolled for regular PCR testing following the IgG survey, a fraction of symptomatic reinfection 

events occurred in the population might have been missed by syndromic surveillance. Second, the 

observed reinfection events depend not only on the duration and amount of protection against 

reinfection, but also from the individual number of contacts and temporal changes in the prevalence of 

infection in the general population. Given the small size of the municipalities considered in our study, 

we assumed that exposure to SARS-CoV-2 was similar for individuals of the same age and residing in 

the same municipality. Third, the analyzed data do not provide any information about the potential 

presence of SARS-CoV-2 lineages emerged in recent months. Therefore, estimates obtained here may 

not apply to SARS-CoV-2 variants that are quickly replacing historical lineages circulating in 2020 2. 

Finally, the study design was not suitable to disentangle whether the infection from historical lineages 

of SARS-CoV-2 would either protect individuals against reinfection (sterilizing immunity) or from 

symptoms development during the reinfection episode, as a large share of asymptomatic infections15 

could have remained undetected by the surveillance system (87% before May 202010).  

The major strength of the proposed analysis is that study participants cover 78% of residents of 5 

municipalities, providing a comprehensive view of infection risks in the general population. In 

addition, individuals who were previously exposed to SARS-CoV-2 were identified via IgG 

serological testing, therefore reducing biases caused by under ascertainment of infection episodes in 

asymptomatic and mild disease cases. Further studies are still needed to quantify sterilizing immunity 
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against SARS-CoV-2 and its duration, to explore whether immune responses mounted following 

initial infection can prevent possible onwards transmission, and to investigate cross-protection across 

different SARS-Cov-2 lineages. 
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics  
 

Municipality  Resident 
population 

Tested 
for IgG 

(%) 

IgG 
positive 

(%) 

IgG 
negative 

(%) 

Average age of 
participants 
(min-max) 

  

Number of PCR 
positive participants 

identified from 1 
September 2020 to 31 

January 2021 (%) 
   

Average age of positive 
participants (min-max)  

  

Number of identified 
symptomatic case from 
1 September 2020 to 31 

January 2021 (%) 
  

Average age of 
identified 

symptomatic cases 
(min-max)  

  

     
IgG 

positive  
IgG 

negative  
IgG 

positive 
IgG 

negative 
IgG 

positive 
IgG 

negative 
IgG 

positive 
IgG 

negative 
IgG 

positive 
IgG 

negative 

Borgo Chiese  2,008 1,357 
(67.6) 

284 
(20.9) 

1,073 
(79.1) 

47 
(9 - 94) 

48 
(9 - 93) 

1  
(0.1) 

53  
(3.9) 

 67  
(-) 

51 
 (9 - 92) 

0  
(0.0) 

22  
(1.6) 

 - 56 
 (13 - 83) 

Campitello 715 592 
(82.8) 

147 
(24.8) 

445 
(75.2) 

46 
(9 - 88) 

49 
(10 - 93) 

2  
(0.3) 

22 
(3.7) 

70  
(53 - 88) 

37  
(16 - 70) 

1  
(0.2) 

17  
(2.9) 

88  
(-) 

38  
(16 - 70) 

Canazei 1,898 
1,511 
(79.6) 

419 
(27.7) 

1,092 
(72.3) 

45 
(9 - 86) 

47 
(9 - 96) 

1  
(0.1) 

46  
(3.0) 

51  
(-) 

47 
(10 - 85) 

1  
(0.1) 

34  
(2.3) 

51  
(-) 

49  
(10 - 85) 

Pieve Di Bono 1,435 
1,123 
(78.3) 

200 
(17.8) 

923 
(82.2) 

46 
(8 - 93) 

49 
(10 - 98) 

0  
(0.0) 

60  
(5.3) - 

45  
(10 - 98) 

0  
(0.0) 

27  
(2.4) - 

49  
(18 - 98) 

Vermiglio 1,824 
1,491 
(81.7) 

352 
(23.6) 

1,139 
(76.4) 

45 
(10 - 91) 

47 
(8 - 93) 

0  
(0.0) 

36 
(2.4) 

- 
51  

(10 - 84) 
0  

(0.0) 
22  

(1.5) 
- 

56  
(22 - 84) 

Overall  7,979 
6,074 
(76.1) 

1,402 
(23.1) 

4,672 
(76.9) 

46 
(8 - 94) 

48 
(8 - 98) 

4  
(0.1) 

217  
(3.6) 

64  
(51 - 88) 

47  
(9 - 98) 

2  
(0.0) 

122  
(2.0) 

70  
(51 - 88) 

50  
(10 - 98) 

 

Table 2 Effect sizes estimated by applying a generalized linear mixed model to the likelihood of observing SARS-CoV-2 symptomatic infections in 
individuals previously tested for IgG antibodies. 

Variable Estimate std. error Z value p-value 

(Intercept) -3.62 0.118 -30.67 <0.00001 

IgG Positive -2.93 0.713 -4.11 0.00004 

Standardized age  0.11 0.091 1.23 0.21984 

Random effect SD 0.16    
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